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As citizens ofthe State ofVermont; we recognize the importance ofthe wireless

telecormuwications inclustJ.y and the benefits to our state's economy1There have been

many issues raised in opposition to some teJecommmrioations fact1ities; we believe the

primary purpose ofgovernment oversight is to protect local residents from radioftequency

radiation and the intrusions ofradiofi'eqUCllCY interference. Towers ate being placed
I

inappropriately near schools, child care centers, nearhosp~ and r~eIlces with little

regard to heakh and safety ofthose people. Tower owners and useJ claim outright

preemption and their right to interstate commerce. Local conum.....s arc in equipped to

evaluate or to contest these facilities without clear directives from~ FCC. As citizens
i

who have educated ourselves because ofwidespread RFI in ourh. and businesses and
i

the threat ofRFll to our fAmilies and our children, we ask that you~ sensitive to local

review and reaffirm that all telecommunication users and operators Jilust be in compliance

with minimum standards. Few citizeus have the time and backgro~d to monitor
!

and enforce your rules. Our experience, with all due respect, is that!the FCC does not have

the time and capability to monitor each teleco1DlDmications site in tlis countIy. Instead,

you rely on the good Dith compliance ofyour rogulated industries. me rapid expansion of

these industries and the motivation in some instances to co-locate~ existing towers can

incmase RFl and R.Fll in ways that have not been experienced previously. Please COJlSi.der

our comments; they our being offered in a positive and constructive way.

1. Requests by the industry to replace the new FCC standard wbi~h isprimarily based on

that ofthe National Council for Radiation Protection andMea~ts (NCRP), with that

ofthe Jastitute ofElectrical and Electronic Engineers (IEEE) is inappropriate. Above

2



lSOO MHz the IEEE standard allows higher exposures to the public, reaching 100fold

higher then the NCRP standard for ftequcncies above 15,000 MHz. We feel the NCRP

staDdud is not adequate either; as both standards do not take into consi.deration the non­

thermal effi:cts ofRFE. The final list ofstudies used in the IEEE report indicates levels

below the NCRP standard of4WIkg are dangerous. Both behavionl- and non-behavioral

problems were found in a number ofstudies at ftactioos ofthe NCllP stmdard (see JEBB

~1iDallist" ofstudies). As weJl as not taking into account the non-thermal effects ofRFE,

the IEEE standard does not take into consideration exposure to the general public.

Other countries 1l'00000d the world use much strieter standards fur exposure to the general

public or use satellite technology. The FCC should consider _<lop.g standards higher than

NeRP, givea. the cummt rapid dcplo,ment ofte1ecomrmmieatiOllS services.

2. We oppose the industry's proposal to ~·grandfather))existing IicEinsed faciJities.

The Rules clearly state every FCC liceused facility has until January, 1997, to comply. The

number oftowcrs buih in Vermont over the past six months is astounding. Some ofthe

existing towers were built either in violation oflQQa1 permits or without permits at ail

3. We agree that any operator on a site contributing more than l%lofthe total RFE

be responsible for reduciDg exposure limits. Industry requests for 10 - 2S% are not

acceptable. By placing responsibility with the user, there wID be incentive to monitor

accumulated radiation. By exempting these users it is reasonable to assume there

may be an increase in the radiation levels, perhaps in excess ofthe existing sland.nJ, if

users know they CaDDOt be held rcspOllSible.
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4. We agree that each operator be responsible for making sure that its site is in

compliance. Their requests that ''site'' owners be responsible raises several problcms. It is

unclear jf"site" owner refers to the fiwility owner or the land owner. Assuming it is

related to the land, a rural state such as Vermont has many UlUlUSpeCting landowners who

most likely do not have the capability or the funds to make sure the antermae &rm on their

property is in compliance. Given the increased number offaciJities that will be erected, and

the reduced level offederal funding available for enforoemeDt, it is e$SeJltia1 that

teleconmmication users be responsible for the sites upon 'Which their facility operates.

No govemment entity, federal, or state has the regulatory capabilityto oversee these sites.

It is incumbent on the FCC to place some incentive on each operator for compliance.

5. We oppose preemption ofstate and localjurisdicti.on. Industry proposals to preempt all

FCC Jicco.sees, not just personal wireless services are unacoeptable. Conpess .teaded to

facilitate the deployment ofpersOflill wtrekss services. Other te1eccmummioati.ons services

should not have the same benefits. Their requests to preempt the operation ofpersonal

wireless faollities in addition to the placement, construction, and modification of

these facilities are unacceptable. Given the extremely difficult task the FCC has in order to

enforce its rules; and infight ofgovernment cutbacks and the rapid.deploymeo.t ofte1e

comnamications facilities, it is important that state and local agencies overaee the proper

operation ofthese facilities. Moreover, our review iDdicates the operation offacilities was

preempted in the House version ofthe Act, but then was removed before final passage. h

would be improper at this point for the FCC to presume Congress intended to preempt the

operation. We oppose the industry's requests to have facilities which follow FCC rules and
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exposure criteria pleempted nom state tort Hability in order to protect them from my future

liability claims. Again, with the rapid deployment ofthis tedmology, we need to preserve

the rights ofthe American public. We don't know what the JUture has in store for us. The

teIccomnumications industry seems to want more "SPecial" treatmeJlt. They should be

treated equally with other industries. This is something Congress should consider.

6. The industty lobbied heavily in Montpelier, Vermont this past legislative session to

deregulate the telecommunications iIldustry on the state and loca1level. It lobbied to

take radio waves out ofom Enviromnental Law (Act 250) as air poUution. They lobbied

to take the placement oftelecomnumications facilities out oflocal zoning laws. They

lobbied to give a single person in state government carte blanche authority to site

telecommmrlcations &cilitics on state-owned buildings and land. In a sma11 state it is

relatively easy for a few individuals - such as ourselves - to make a difference. Other states

may not be as furtunate.

7. We urge you not to accept the indusby'l requests. Althoush the FCC is not primarily

respoa.sib1e for the health and well-being ofthe American public, 0Ii1y you can protect us

provide the necessary protection from emissions which are not fb1ly understood.

.
Respectfully submitted,

Executed October 18, 1996

Executed October 18,1996
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